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NMFS  BUDGET  1994 


WEDNESDAY,  APRIL  28,  1993 

House  of  Representatives, 
Subcommittee  on  Fisheries  Management, 
Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries, 

Washington,  DC. 

The  Subcommittee  met,  pursuant  to  call,  at  1:40  p.m.,  in  room 
1334,  Longworth  House  Office  Building,  Hon.  Thomas  J.  Manton 
[chairman  of  the  Subcommittee]  presiding. 

Present:  Representatives  Manton,  Taylor,  Hamburg,  Young, 
Coble.  ,  ^     . 

Staff  Present:  Sue  Waldron,  Jim  Mathews,  Greg  Lambert,  Lori 
Rosa,  Mary  Beth  Beetham,  Ashley  Evans,  Chris  Mann,  Jim  Hoff, 
Mike  Quigley,  Jed  Brown,  Frank  Lockhart,  Charles  Schechter, 
Jean  Flemma,  Amy  Robins,  Harry  Burroughs,  Cyndi  Wilkinson, 
Judy  Alvarez,  Ed  Lee,  Jill  Brady,  Julie  Roberts,  Margherita  Woods, 
Laurel  Bryant. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  THOMAS  J.  MANTON,  A  U.S.  REPRESENTA- 
TIVE FROM  NEW  YORK,  AND  CHAIRMAN,  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON 
FISHERIES  MANAGEMENT 

Mr.  Manton.  Good  afternoon,  ladies  and  gentlemen.  The  Sub- 
committee on  Fisheries  Management  will  begin  its  meeting,  and 
the  first  item  of  business  is  the  President's  budget  request  for  the 
National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  for  the  1994  fiscal  year. 

The  budget  process  this  year  promises  to  be  very  different  from 
the  past.  In  recent  years,  the  President  has  sent  up  a  NMFS  budget 
that  was  dead  on  arrival,  DOA.  These  budgets  were  criticized  by 
Members  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  as  being  grossly  below  the  mini- 
mum funding  needed  to  carry  out  the  very  important  work  per- 
formed by  the  Service.  Congress  always  made  changes  to  these 
budget  proposals  resulting  in  appropriations  bills  that  differed  sig- 
nificantly from  the  original  budget  request.  The  goal  of  these  added 
and  redirected  funds  was  to  ensure  that  NMFS  was  financially 
equipped  to  meet  its  many  challenges. 

This  year,  we  have  a  budget  that  is  about  one  percent  higher 
than  the  current  budget.  The  good  news  is  that  we  do  not  have  to 
fight  with  the  Administration  to  get  funding  up  to  a  rational  level. 
The  bad  news  is  that  some  feel  the  Administration  may  still  not  be 
requesting  enough  funds  to  do  the  job  right. 

During  his  March  24  testimony  before  the  full  Committee,  Secre- 
tary Brown  indicated  strong  support  for  the  National  Marine  Fish- 
eries Service.  While  we  welcome  his  concern,  some  Committee 
members  are  disappointed  that  the  Administration  has  proposed  an 

(1) 


increase  in  the  budget  of  less  than  one  percent  while  at  the  same 
time  proposing  an  overall  NOAA  budget  which  provides  a  12  per- 
cent increase  over  the  amount  appropriated  in  the  1993  Fiscal 
Year. 

The  allocation  of  funds  is  a  tremendously  difficult  task  especially 
in  the  current  fiscal  environment.  However,  if  the  Nation  is  to 
properly  manage  its  fishery  resources,  we  must  ensure  the  Service 
charged  with  this  task  is  adequately  funded.  We  on  the  Committee 
are  dedicated  to  working  with  the  Administration  to  assure  suffi- 
cient funds  are  available  for  NMFS.  By  succeeding  in  this  area,  we 
will  begin  to  address  one  of  the  important  environmental  issues 
spotlighted  during  the  recent  Presidential  race  by  President  Clin- 
ton and  Vice  President  Gore. 

The  Chair  will  now  recognize  our  distinguished  colleague,  the 
Honorable  Don  Young,  the  ranking  member  of  the  Subcommittee. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  DON  YOUNG,  A  U.S.  REPRESENTATIVE 

FROM  ALASKA 

Mr.  Young.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  have  a  written  opening 
statement  that  I  will  submit  for  the  record.  I  just  want  to  welcome 
the  witnesses  here.  This  is  a  very  crucial  issue  to  the  State  of 
Alaska,  not  only  the  NOAA  budget  but,  of  course,  NMFS,  and  we 
are  looking  forward  to  the  testimony  today.  Thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Young  follows:] 

Statement  by  Hon.  Don  Young,  a  U.S.  Representative  from  Arkansas 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  am  pleased  that  our  Subcommittee  is  reviewing  the  proposed 
fiscal  year  1994  budget  for  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  today.  As  you 
know,  the  Service  provides  important  research  and  oversight  for  our  nation's  fisher- 
ies. 

Our  Subcommittee  should  applaud  the  idea  of  proposed  increases  for  the  NMFS 
budget  for  fiscal  year  1994.  The  budget  proposal  provides  additional  funding  for  fish- 
ery research  as  well  as  for  stock  conservation  and  management.  However,  while 
NOAA  has  requested  a  total  budget  increase  of  over  12  percent,  NMFS  will  only 
receive  an  increase  of  less  than  1  percent  for  fiscal  year  1994. 

Therefore,  the  proposed  increases  for  other  NMFS  programs  mean  decreases  for 
other  NMFS  programs.  I  believe  that  certain  programs  proposed  to  be  cut  are  ex- 
tremely valuable  for  our  fishing  industry.  For  example,  the  Saltonstall-Kennedy 
Fund,  which  promotes  the  U.S.  fishing  industry,  will  no  longer  be  available  for  in- 
dustry assistance  grants.  Additionally,  the  Fishing  Vessel  Obligation  Guarantee  Pro- 
gram, which  is  used  for  the  construction  or  refinancing  of  shoreside  processing  fa- 
cilities, may  be  terminated. 

In  our  review  of  the  NMFS  budget,  we  must  look  carefully  at  the  meaning  of  the 
increases  and  decreases  in  specific  program  funding.  It  will  be  our  duty  to  continue 
providing  money  for  the  truly  important  programs,  yet,  at  the  same  time,  to  stay 
within  a  fiscally  sound  framework. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  look  forward  to  working  with  you  as  we  go  through  details  of  the 
NMFS  budget. 

Mr.  M ANTON.  Any  other  members  have  opening  statements? 
Mr.  Hamburg.  Very  briefly,  Mr.  Chairman. 
Mr.  Manton.  The  gentleman  from  California. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  DAN  HAMBURG,  A  U.S.  REPRESENTATIVE 
FROM  CALIFORNIA 

Mr.  Hamburg.  Good  afternoon,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  colleagues. 
The  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  budget  will  be  224  million 
in  fiscal  year  1994,  and  yet  fisheries  in  my  district  are  in  very  seri- 


ous  decline.  As  a  new  Subcommittee  member,  I  look  forward  to 
learning  about  the  NMFS  budget  in  this  hearing  so  that  I  can  un- 
derstand how  these  funds  are  being  spent  to  better  manage  our 
fisheries. 

And  as  we  all  know  and  as  our  first  witness  today  knows  very 
well,  the  reduced  numbers  of  chinook  salmon  on  the  Klamath 
River  have  been  a  major  factor  in  what  has  been  a  difficult  alloca- 
tion dispute  between  the  tribes  on  the  Klamath  River  and  the  com- 
mercial fishermen  who  depend  on  this  resource.  It  has  been  very 
controversial  and  sensitive.  The  Departments  of  Interior  and  Com- 
merce have  worked  very  closely  and  diligently  with  my  office  to  try 
to  solve  this  issue,  and  I  understand  that  an3^ime  you  have  an 
anadromous  fishery  issue  and  you  have  fish  stocks  that  are  using 
both  the  river  fishery  and  the  ocean  fishery,  things  become  more 
complex.  Indeed,  they  have  been  about  as  complex  as  they  can  be. 

I  do  want  to  just  state  though  for  the  record  that  we  are  coming 
right  up  against  the  May  1  deadline.  I  think  that  is  this  Saturday. 
The  fishing  season  is  due  to  open.  And  I  am  hoping  that  we  will  get 
a  rule  out  there  before  May  1.  I  know  that  the  Commerce  Depart- 
ment is  working  on  this  even  as  we  meet  here  today  so  I  appreciate 
your  effort,  and  I  want  you  just  to  know  that  while  we  appreciate 
it,  there  would  be  very  unacceptable  costs  and  burdens  involved  if 
we  do  not  get  a  rule  in  effect  over  the  next  couple  of  days. 

As  I  continue  to  learn  about  the  problems  that  are  facing  our  na- 
tion's fisheries,  I  would  look  forward  to  working  with  NMFS  to 
ensure  that  there  are  adequate  funding  levels  for  research,  for  fish- 
eries management,  and  finally  for  something  that  is  very  dear  to 
my  heart,  for  habitat  restoration  and  habitat  protection.  What  we 
don't  need  is  a  listing  of  more  salmon  stocks  on  the  north  coast,  so 
we  really  have  to  be  diligent  in  the  way  that  we  treat  this  resource 
and  work  to  enhance  this  resource.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr.  Young.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  submit 
for  the  record  at  this  time  Jack  Fields's  statement. 

Mr.  Manton.  Without  objection,  Mr.  Fields's  statement  will  be 
made  part  of  the  record. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Fields  follows:] 

Statement  by  Hon.  Jack  Fields,  a  U.S.  Representative  from  Texas,  and  ranking 

MINORITY  MEMBER,  COMMITTEE  ON  MERCHANT  MARINE  AND  FISHERIES 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  scheduling  this  hearing  to  examine 
the  Administration's  funding  request  for  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service 
(NMFS)  for  fiscal  year  1994. 

While  the  American  people  have  demanded  that  we  cut  the  Federal  deficit,  it  is 
important  to  remember  that  there  are  worthwhile  programs,  including  some  within 
the  NMFS,  that  work  to  ensure  an  economically  viable  commercial  fishing  industry. 
This  is  an  industry  that  provides  a  healthy  food  source  for  millions  of  Americans 
and  jobs  for  thousands  of  our  constituents. 

I  am  especially  concerned  about  ongoing  programs  in  the  Gulf  of  Mexico.  Bycatch 
is  a  problem  that  has  plagued  the  shrimp  industry  and  the  NMFS  must  continue  its 
research  into  ways  to  reduce  the  incidental  take  of  other  marine  species  without 
putting  the  already  over-regulated  shrimp  fishermen  out  of  business. 

I  would  also  like  to  see  a  new  management  direction  within  the  fisheries  service. 
For  instance,  it  seems  to  me  that  the  fisheries  service  must  stop  pouring  millions  of 
dollars  into  short-term,  quick  fixes  and  instead  focus  on  long-term  solutions  to  the 
real  problems  facing  our  fisheries.  I  respectfully  suggest  that  we  start  working  with 
our  fishermen  and  stop  trjdng  to  put  them  out  of  work. 


I  would  Eilso  like  to  see  continued  support  for  the  Head  Start  Program,  and  fund- 
ing for  the  NMFS  laboratory  in  Galveston,  Texas.  The  outstanding  work  being  done 
at  this  lab  is  essential  to  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  ecosystem.  Additionally,  funds  for  re- 
search and  monitoring  of  our  most  controversial  protected  species,  the  sea  turtle,  is 
essential  for  mitigating  any  incidental  take  of  these  animals  in  our  fisheries. 

Fortunately,  none  of  the  programs  vital  to  the  long-term  health  of  the  Gulf  of 
Mexico  has  been  targeted  for  termination  in  this  year's  budget  request.  I  would, 
however,  like  to  point  out  the  need  for  money  to  finish  the  bycatch  study  that  was 
mandated  by  Congress  in  the  1990  amendments  to  the  Magnuson  Act,  and  the  regu- 
latory impacts  study  on  the  shrimp  industry  included  in  authorizing  legislation  for 
the  National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Administration  in  1992. 

Additionally,  NMFS  involvement  in  the  U.S.  aquaculture  industry  has  been  inad- 
equate. Aquaculture  was  addressed  in  the  Strategic  Plan  presented  by  NMFS,  how- 
ever, I  have  not  seen  a  commitment  on  their  part  to  designate  a  proper  level  of  re- 
sources or  attention  to  this  growing  industry. 

Mr.  Chairman,  in  summary,  I  am  reasonably  pleased  with  this  funding  proposal 
for  the  Gulf  of  Mexico  and  I  hope  this  is  an  indication  that  the  Department  of  Com- 
merce is  committed  to  supporting  the  activities  of  the  National  Marine  Fisheries 
Service. 

Let  me  add  a  few  words  of  strong  support  for  H.R.  704.  My  colleague  from  Alaska 
introduced  legislation  very  similar  to  language  passed  favorably  out  of  this  Commit- 
tee last  Congress.  However,  there  simply  was  not  enough  time  to  complete  the  proc- 
ess and  enact  the  bill  into  law.  I  will  continue  to  support  Mr.  Young  in  his  efforts  to 
pass  this  legislation. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Hughes  follows:] 

Statement  by  Hon.  Wiluam  J.  Hughes,  a  U.S.  Representative  from  New  Jersey 

Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  holding  this  hearing  today  on  the  proposed  fiscal 
year  1994  budget  for  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service.  As  a  member  of  this 
Subcommittee  and  a  representative  of  South  Jersey,  I  have  a  keen  interest  in 
NMFS  activities. 

Commercial  and  recreational  fishing  provide  an  important  economic  resource  for 
our  coastal  communities.  The  Atlantic  Ocean  has  provided  livelihoods  for  New 
Jersey  residents  and  other  coastal  communities  for  hundreds  of  years.  Accordingly, 
NMFS  activities  have  both  a  direct  and  indirect  impact  on  my  district. 

Our  fisheries  are  in  a  horrendous  state.  Every  fishery  management  plan  is  fol- 
lowed by  criticism  that  scientific  data  is  inadequate  for  accurate  stock  assessments 
and  thus  renders  the  plan  ineffective.  NMFS  has  an  important  role  to  play  in  recti- 
fying this  situation.  An  increase  of  over  $4  million  for  information  collection  and 
analysis  is  encouraging.  I  wonder,  Ms.  Josephson,  if  you  would  elaborate  on  how 
well  these  funds  will  be  used? 

There  are  many  other  areas  of  this  budget,  however,  that  are  of  great  concern  to 
me,  including  the  elimination  of  funding  for  oyster  disease  research,  the  Fisheries 
Development  Program,  the  Fishing  Vessel  Obligation  Guarantee  Loan  Program,  and 
the  East  Coast  Observer  Program. 

Each  and  every  one  of  these  programs  is  essential  to  enhancing  oversight  and  re- 
vitalizing the  fishing  industry  which  is  suffering  from  depleted  stocks  due  to  disease, 
overfishing,  pollution,  and  lack  of  enforcement,  among  other  causes. 

The  oyster  industry  used  to  be  worth  $90  million  annually,  but  has  fallen  to  75-90 
percent  of  that  value  due  to  decimation  of  populations  by  a  parasitic  disease  known 
as  MSX.  The  Oyster  Disease  Research  Program  has  been  instrumental  in  studying 
this  disease  and  working  towards  revitalizing  the  industry.  Therefore,  I  would  be 
interested  in  learning  the  rationale  behind  eliminating  this  crucial  program. 

Secondly,  the  FVOG  Program  is  a  self-funding  program  aimed  at  assisting  mod- 
ernization and  increasing  efficiency  in  non-overcapitalized  fisheries.  Among  many 
positive  benefits  of  the  program  are  the  provisions  for  refinancing  and  renovating 
and  repair  of  shoreside  production  facilities.  The  financing  package  offered  by  this 
program  allows  American  industries  to  better  compete  in  world  markets.  Again, 
what  is  NMFS'  reasoning  behind  eliminating  this  far-reaching  and  vital  program? 

Finally,  I  am  concerned  that  100  percent  of  Saltonstall-Kennedy  funds  are  being 
used  to  offset  the  operations,  research  and  facilities  budget.  The  S-K  Program  has  a 
practical  goal  of  assisting  with  fisheries  development,  a  particularly  important  ac- 
tivity in  light  of  the  severe  problems  faced  by  our  fisheries  today.  Indeed,  it  seems 
that  we  need  this  program  more  than  ever.  Why  has  NMFS  decided  to  eliminate  S- 


K  funding?  Additionally,  what  is  the  NMFS  policy  regarding  fisheries  development 
activities? 

I  will  close  my  remarks  by  welcoming  Ms.  Josephson.  I  look  forward  to  your  testi- 
mony in  hopes  that  it  will  address  these  concerns.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Manton.  Hearing  no  further  requests  for  opening  state- 
ments by  the  members,  we  will  proceed  to  the  witnesses.  I  would 
like  the  record  to  reflect  that  accompanying  Diana  Josephson, 
Deputy  Under  Secretary  for  Oceans  and  Atmosphere,  are  Nancy 
Foster,  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  Acting  Director,  and 
Andy  Moxam.  What  is  your  correct  title,  Mr.  Moxam? 

Mr.  Moxam.  I  am  the  Comptroller,  Mr.  Chairman,  of  NOAA. 

Mr.  Manton.  Comptroller.  With  that  said,  Ms.  Josephson. 

STATEMENT  OF  DIANA  JOSEPHSON,  DEPUTY  UNDER  SECRETARY 
OF  COMMERCE  FOR  OCEANS  AND  ATMOSPHERE,  NATIONAL 
OCEANIC  AND  ATMOSPHERIC  ADMINISTRATION;  ACCOMPA- 
NIED BY  NANCY  FOSTER,  ACTING  DIRECTOR,  NATIONAL 
MARINE  FISHERIES  SERVICE;  ANDREW  MOXAM,  COMPTROL- 
LER, NATIONAL  OCEANIC  AND  ATMOSPHERIC  ADMINISTRA- 
TION 

STATEMENT  OF  DIANA  JOSEPHSON 

Ms.  Josephson.  Thank  you.  Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  Sub- 
committee, I  am  Diana  Josephson,  Deputy  Under  Secretary  for 
Oceans  and  Atmosphere,  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce.  I  am 
pleased  to  appear  before  you  today  in  support  of  the  President's 
fiscal  year  1994  request  for  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service. 

Before  I  address  the  specifics  of  the  NMFS  budget,  I  would  like 
to  take  a  minute  to  place  that  proposal  in  the  context  of  the  Presi- 
dent's strategy  and  the  National  Oceanic  and  Atmospheric  Admin- 
istration's budget  proposal  for  fiscal  year  1994.  Within  that  con- 
text, the  total  NOAA  request  for  fiscal  year  1994  is  $1.92  billion.  Of 
that  total,  $1.76  billion  are  in  the  Operations,  Research,  and  Facili- 
ties— the  so-called  OR&F  appropriation;  $79.1  million  are  in  the 
construction  appropriation;  $23.1  million  are  in  the  fleet  modern- 
ization and  ship  conversion  appropriation;  and  $2.95  million  are  re- 
quested for  various  fisheries  funds. 

NOAA's  fiscal  year  1994  budget  request  ensures  and  continues 
the  capability  of  the  agency  to  meet  the  urgent  environmental 
needs  of  the  1990's  while  achieving  deficit  reduction  through  specif- 
ic program  termination  proposals  totaling  $66.9  million  and  by  re- 
ducing government  personnel  and  administrative  costs  by  $25.6 
million.  The  NOAA  fiscal  year  1994  request  addresses  three  broad 
priorities.  The  first  of  these  is  the  continued  modernization  of  the 
nation's  weather  service,  an  increase  of  $217  million;  second,  the 
maintenance  of  critical  operations  in  fisheries,  ocean  and  coastal 
management,  oceanic  and  atmospheric  research,  weather  services 
and  satellites  for  $46.5  million;  and  finally  investments  in  global 
change  research  and  high  performance  computing — increases  total- 
ing $25.6  million. 

NOAA's  priorities  are  critical  activities  that  serve  the  Nation 
and  support  Administration  goals.  As  articulated  in  "Vision  of 
Change  of  America,"  "the  Administration's  initiatives  offer  certain 
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proof  that  environmental  protection  and  economic  growth  can  and 
must  go  hand  in  hand." 

I  will  now  address  the  specifics  of  the  NMFS  budget  request  for 
fiscal  year  1994.  Within  NOAA's  OR&F  account,  $224,043,000  is  re- 
quested for  NMFS  programs.  In  addition,  $1,335,000  is  requested 
for  the  Fishing  Vessel  and  Gear  Damage  Compensation  Fund; 
$1,051,000  is  requested  for  the  Fisherman's  Contingency  Fund;  and 
$564,000  is  requested  for  the  Foreign  Fishing  Observer  Fund.  The 
remainder  of  my  testimony  will  focus  on  the  $224  million  request 
for  NMFS  in  the  OR&F  account. 

The  request  represents  a  commitment  to  NMFS  base  programs 
that  support  the  Magnuson  Fisheries  Conservation  and  Manage- 
ment Act,  the  Endangered  Species  Act,  the  Marine  Mammal  Pro- 
tection Act,  and  other  statutes  pertaining  to  NMFS.  This  commit- 
ment is  reflected  in  the  request  for  $11.9  million  to  maintain  cur- 
rent ongoing  program  activities,  thus  avoiding  closure  of  NMFS  fa- 
cilities and  loss  of  data/services  required  for  conservation  and  man- 
agement. These  changes  represent  a  commitment  on  the  part  of 
the  Clinton  Administration  to  the  stewardship  responsibilities  of 
NMFS  for  conservation  and  management  of  the  nation's  living 
marine  resources.  The  fiscal  year  1994  NMFS  request  also  contains 
$6.6  million  in  program  terminations  within  the  OR&F  account. 

As  for  the  breakdown  of  the  NMFS  budget,  it  continues  to  be  or- 
ganized around  three  broad  themes:  science  involving  information 
collection  and  analysis;  management  involving  conservation  and 
management  operations;  and  State  and  industry  assistance.  The 
fiscal  year  1994  budget  request  for  these  budget  categories  funds 
activities,  with  the  exception  of  those  proposed  for  termination,  at 
the  fiscal  year  '93  level  as  follows: 

In  science,  NMFS  requests  $128.9  million  in  fiscal  year  1994  for 
research  and  the  collection,  analysis,  and  dissemination  of  biologi- 
cal, environmental,  economic,  and  statistical  data  on  171  stocks  of 
fish,  marine  mammals,  endangered  species,  and  their  habitats. 
These  activities  provide  the  information  that  forms  the  basis  for 
the  conservation  and  management  decisions  of  the  eight  Regional 
Fishery  Management  Councils,  State  and  Federal  agencies  includ- 
ing NMFS  within  the  Department,  international  commissions  that 
support  U.S.  treaties,  and  other  decision-makers. 

The  accuracy  and  timeliness  of  the  data  and  information  these 
activities  produce  become  more  essential  given  the  commitment  to 
balance  economic  growth  with  environmental  concerns — the  long- 
term  productivity  of  our  fisheries,  protection  of  marine  mammals, 
recovery  of  endangered  species,  and  protection  and  restoration  of 
productive  marine  habitat. 

In  the  management  category,  NMFS  is  requesting  $71.7  million 
in  fiscal  year  1994  for  conservation  and  management  operations. 
This  funding  supports  NMFS  fishery  management  programs,  the 
eight  Regional  Fishery  Management  Councils,  international  fisher- 
ies management  activities,  protected  species  management  pro- 
grams, and  enforcement  of  laws  and  regulations.  These  manage- 
ment activities  rely  on  NMFS  science  programs  for  their  success. 

Finally,  in  State  and  industry  assistance,  NMFS  requests  $23.5 
million  in  fiscal  year  1994  for  these  programs.  Activities  include 
State/Federal  partnerships  for  anadromous  and  interjurisdictional 


fisheries  through  grants  to  States,  support  for  the  three  interstate 
Marine  Fisheries  Commissions,  fisheries  trade  activities,  and  prod- 
uct quaUty  and  safety  research. 

Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  giving  me  the  opportunity  to 
present  the  President's  fiscal  year  1994  budget  request  for  the  Na- 
tional Marine  Fisheries  Service. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Ms.  Josephson  can  be  found  at  the 
end  of  the  hearing.] 

Mr.  Manton.  Right  on  time.  Will  NMFS  be  affected  in  any  way 
by  the  failure  to  pass  the  President's  economic  stimulus  package, 
and  if  so,  how? 

Ms.  Josephson.  Yes.  There  was  an  item,  $9  million  in  the  eco- 
nomic stimulus  package  for  the  so-called  IT  95  computer  upgrades. 
This  year  we  have  $3  million  in  the  budget  to  start  that  procure- 
ment, and  we  were  hoping  to  complete  it  with  the  money  from  the 
stimulus  package.  What  we  will  have  to  do  is  move  that  request 
out  to  the  1994-1995  timeframe  to  complete  the  procurement  of  this 
particular  upgrade  which  is  very  crucial  for  management  and 
access  to  the  fisheries  data. 

Mr.  Manton.  We  have  heard  complaints  that  NMFS  does  not 
know  the  status  of  most  fish  stocks,  and  that  the  research  provided 
to  the  councils  is  inadequate  to  make  informed  decisions.  What  as- 
surances do  we  have  that  this  budget  request  will  reverse  this  pat- 
tern? 

Dr.  Foster.  I  don't  think  that  we  can  give  you  any  assurances 
that  it  will  reverse  the  pattern.  I  think  we  can  assure  you  that  it 
will  enable  us  to  continue  making  progress,  and  that  I  think  that 
you  have  to  look  at  this  budget  as  a  beginning  point. 

Mr.  Manton.  What  criteria  did  you  use  to  identify  NMFS  pro- 
grams for  termination? 

Ms.  Josephson.  Well,  there  were  four  general  criteria  that  were 
applied  across  NOAA.  One  was  programs  that  were  more  appropri- 
ately State  activities  rather  than  Federal  activities.  An  example  of 
that  would  be  some  weather  modification  activities  in  the  South- 
west which  we  felt  were  more  appropriately  done  at  the  State 
level.  There  were  some  one-time  projects  which  it  didn't  make 
sense  to  continue  in  future  budget  requests.  There  were  some  items 
in  the  budget  where  essentially  NOAA  had  pass-through  funding— 
particularly  in  the  construction  area  for  buildings  to  be  built  for 
others. 

So  if  the  item  didn't  truly  support  NOAA's  mission  in  light  of 
the  budget  constraints,  that  was  a  criteria  we  applied.  There  were 
some  areas  where  we  felt  that  by  restoring  base  operations  some  of 
these  activities  proposed  for  termination  could  be  continued  in  the 
base  program,  rather  than  saying  that  these  funds  are  for  this  par- 
ticular area  of  the  country.  The  Comptroller  is  preparing  a  list  of 
these  which  we  want  to  submit  for  the  record. 

Mr.  Manton.  In  developing  the  budget,  did  you  meet  with  con- 
stituent groups  to  identify  priority  needs? 
Ms.  Josephson.  Well,  the  original  development  of  the  budget 

took  place  before  I  came  on  board  so 

Mr.  MoxAM.  As  a  rule,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  development  of  the 
budget  prior  to  its  release  to  the  Congress  is  administratively  confi- 
dential. That  is  not  to  say  that  the  folks  involved  within  NOAA 
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hadn't  consulted  with  constituent  groups,  but  it  is  usually  not  a 
public  process,  sir. 

Mr.  Manton.  NMFS  was  a  signatory  on  June  7,  1981,  of  the 
memo  of  acceptance  of  the  U.S. /Canada  Joint  Strategic  Plan  for 
Management  of  Great  Lakes  Fisheries.  Given  this  formal  commit- 
ment, how  do  you  justify  the  $700,000  decrease  requested  in  fiscal 
year  1994  for  "international  fishery  commissions"? 

Dr.  Foster.  If  you  look  at  the  numbers,  you  will  see  that  we  left 
some  funding  for  international  commissions,  and  we  left  funding  in 
the  category  for  funding  the  Pacific  Northwest  U.S. /Canada 
Salmon  Treaty  because  we  felt  that  and,  again,  in  looking  at  prior- 
ities, that  that  was  truly  our  responsibility.  And  if  you  look  at  the 
work  that  was  being  done  in  the  Great  Lakes,  it  fell  more  tradi- 
tionally to  the  Department  of  the  Interior  or  the  States.  Again,  just 
a  matter  of  priority. 

Mr.  Manton.  Thank  you.  Mr.  Young. 

Mr.  Young.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Ms.  Josephson,  I  have 
one  question.  Listen  very  carefully  because  the  statement  is  longer 
than  the  question.  In  December,  the  North  Pacific  Council  recom- 
mended quotas  for  the  Gulf  of  Alaska  fisheries  and  sent  them  to 
NOAA  for  approval.  In  March,  NOAA  approved  all  quotas  except 
Pacific  Ocean  perch  which  was  the  most  important  for  conserva- 
tion reasons. 

NOAA  told  the  council  that  the  recommendation  had  been  made 
without  the  benefit  of  biological  and  economic  data  that  have  re- 
cently became  available  and  sent  the  recommendation  back  to  the 
council  for  further  review.  Last  week,  the  council  voted  nine  to 
two — the  council  approved  the  same  quota  for  the  Pacific  Ocean 
perch  including  your  NOAA  representative  voting  for  and  in  favor 
of  the  quota.  This  Subcommittee  has  had,  on  several  occasions,  re- 
quested the  recent  data  from  the  first  rejection.  No  data  has  been 
provided  to  the  council,  none  whatsoever,  or  this  Committee.  I 
want  to  know  the  following  question.  What  was  the  new  data? 

Ms.  Josephson.  I  am  going  to  ask  Nancy  Foster  to  respond. 

Dr.  Foster.  Yes.  Unfortunately,  all  I  can  tell  you  is  I  don't  know 
the  answer.  I  was  not  involved  in  that,  but  we  can  certainly  find 
out,  and  I  can  also  assure  you  that  if  the  council  comes  back  with 
the  same  recommendation  that  it  will  be  carefully  looked  at. 

Mr.  Young.  I  appreciate  that  because  that  was  my  third  ques- 
tion. And  the  second  question  was,  you  know,  there  is  a  statement 
right  here  that  was  issued  on  the  rejection  of  the  council  recom- 
mendation due  to  recent  information.  We  have  never  received  it; 
the  council  has  never  received  it.  I  want  to  know  who  made  it  up  is 
what  I  am  trying  to  say?  And  was  the  data  provided  during  public 
comment  period? 

And  if  not,  how  legally  could  NOAA  use  it  to  overturn  the  coun- 
cil's recommendation.  In  answer  to  the  question  they  cannot,  and 
so  now  you  have  answered  my  third  question  saying  has  the  coun- 
cil sent  it  back  to  you?  I  shouldn't  have  had  to  ask  this  question 
because  you  are  going  to  approve  it  anjrvvay.  Is  that  correct? 

Dr.  Foster.  I  wouldn't  put  it  exactly  like  that. 

Mr.  Young.  Are  you  going  to  approve  it  or  not  approve  it? 
Dr.  Foster.  Well,  I  don't  know  because,  as  I  said,  I  have  not 
looked  at  this  package.  I  didn't  look  at  it  the  first  time  it  came  in, 


but  I  will  look  at  it.  And  I  will  also  get  back  to  you  on  what  data 
we  are  referring  to. 

Mr.  Young.  OK.  Then  I  want  to  warn  both  of  you  now,  and  don't 
get  me  excited,  it  is  a  law,  and  we  set  the  law  up.  You  have  no 
right  to  overturn  a  recommendation  of  the  council  unless  it  has 
been  made  public — the  information  that  has  been  declined  to  this 
Committee  and  to  the  council. 

Dr.  Foster.  That  is  correct,  if  you  put  it  in  that  context. 

Mr.  Young.  All  right.  So  we  expect  the  approval  because  I  will 
tell  you  what  is  happening.  If  you  don't  do  it,  that  fish  stock  has 
been  fished  down  to  very  near — very  serious  numbers  at  this  time. 
I  am  just  asking  you  to  look  at  this  very  carefully  to  do  the  right 
thing.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Ms.  JosEPHSON.  We  will  do  that. 

Mr.  Manton.  Thank  you.  The  Chair  recognizes  Mr.  Taylor. 

Mr.  Taylor.  Ms.  Josephson,  I  want  to  thank  you  for  stopping  by 
today.  I  realize  that  you  are  in  a  new  position.  You  hadn't  had 
much  time  to  change  any  policies,  but  I  will  make  the  same  re- 
quest of  you  that  I  have  made  of  the  Bush  Administration  folks 
who  held  that  Chair  for  the  past  four  years.  I  see  a  lot  of  talk  of 
managing  and  counting  a  declining  resource,  very  little  talk  of  en- 
hancing. And  I  happen  to  believe  that  you  can  enhance  that. 

I  come  from  a  part  of  the  country  where  if  they  hadn't  gone  back 
and  replanted  the  forests,  we  wouldn't  have  a  timber  industry.  We 
have  got  more  timber  now  than  we  had  then.  I  think  it  can  be  done 
as  it  has  been  done  with  crawfish  on  the  private  ponds.  It  has  been 
done  in  Latin  America  with  shrimp.  I  think  it  can  be  done  with  our 
fisheries  resource,  and  I  think  Washington  State  has  done,  in  par- 
ticular, a  wonderful  job  with  their  oyster  resource.  And  I  would 
certainly  like  to  encourage  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  to  start 
that  sort  of  program,  to  be,  in  effect,  the  forest  service  of  the  oyster 
reefs,  the  forest  service  of  the  salmon  and  whatnot. 

My  other  question,  and,  again,  you  are  new  to  this  position  so  it 
is  a  question,  and  I  hope  that  you  can  get  a  proper  answer  to  me  in 
short  notice,  it  is  my  understanding  that  the  National  Marine  Fish- 
eries, although  they  didn't  in  the  past  have  money  to  do  anything 
to  help  the  oyster  reefs  and  the  other  things  I  have  pointed  out,  did 
find  money  to  either  loan  or  give  money  to  a  group  that  has  con- 
structed or  revitalizing  a  medical  waste  incinerator  at  Moss  Point, 
Mississippi.  And,  again,  this  is — I  mean,  I  realize  I  am  catching 
you — I  don't  expect  an  answer,  but  I  would  expect  an  answer,  say, 
within  a  week  or  so  as  to  whether  or  not  this  is  true  and  whether 
or  not  these  are  ongoing  funds  and  what  is  the  program  for  recoup- 
ing these  funds  if  it  is  true.  I  realize  I  am  catching  you  cold,  but  I 
would  like  an  answer.  And  I  have  asked  you  in  a  public  place  so  I 
know  I  will  get  an  answer. 

Ms.  Josephson.  Right.  Well,  let  me  respond  to  both  parts  of  your 
statement.  The  new  leadership  at  NOAA,  does  support  habitat  pro- 
tection and  conservation  of  the  species.  And,  so  from  a  philosophic 
point  of  view,  we  are  with  you  that  we  need  to  be  able  to  do  a  good 
job  in  this  area,  and  we  are  looking  at  the  kind  of  resources,  both 
within  fisheries  but  also  within  the  National  Ocean  Service,  in 
coastal  zone  management,  marine  sanctuaries,  and  estuarine  re- 
serves, looking  at  the  whole  coastal  issue  which  is  really  what  we 
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are  talking  about.  And  in  fiscal  year  1995,  we  hope  to  be  able  to 
come  back  to  you  with  some  increased  efforts  in  this  area. 

Now,  Nancy  can  talk  specifically  about  what  we  are  doing  right 
now — what  fisheries  is  doing  in  this  field.  But  before  she  does 
that — I  have  just  checked — we  are  not  aware  of  a  medical  waste  in- 
cinerator— any  of  us,  but  we  will  go  back  and  find  out  if  this  is  true 
or  not.  Nancy,  do  you  want  to  comment  on  what  we  are  doing  now? 

Dr.  Foster.  In  restoration? 

Ms.  JosEPHSON.  Yes. 

Dr.  Foster.  Yes.  We  have  become  very  active  over  the  past  year 
in  the  field  of  habitat  restoration.  Habitat  restoration  by  itself,  we 
recognize,  is  not  the  answer  to  the  problem.  The  answer  is  habitat 
conservation,  but  since  we  are  faced  with  degraded  and  declining 
habitats,  then  restoration  has  become  an  issue,  and  we  have  sever- 
al programs  where  we  are  looking  at  opportunities  for  habitat  res- 
toration, both  in  cooperation  with  the  Corps  of  Engineers  and  on 
our  own. 

Mr.  Taylor.  I  am  sorry.  I  didn't  get  your  name. 

Dr.  Foster.  Nancy  Foster. 

Ms.  JosEPHSON.  She  is  the  Acting  Assistant  Administrator  for 
Fisheries. 

Mr.  Taylor.  Ms.  Foster,  one  of  those  programs  that  I  would  en- 
courage you  to  look  into  with  the  Corps  is,  as  you  know,  we  have 
had  a  horrific  loss  of  wetlands  in  this  country  because  of  the  levees 
along  the  Mississippi,  coastal  development,  a  number  of  factors. 
One  of  the  ways  to  offset  that  that  the  Corps  has  been  made  aware 
of  is  to  take  dredge  spoils  in  the  future  and  rather  than  hauling 
them  upland  or  taking  them  out  in  the  ocean  for  disposal,  to  create 
coastal  marshes  with,  and  we  would  certainly  like  to  encourage 
your  organization  and  the  Corps  to  work  together  toward  this  goal. 

It  is  a  long  ways  between  the  Mississippi  coast  and  Mexico,  and 
the  same  thing  applies  to  Louisiana,  Texas,  and  all  the  Gulf  Coast 
States.  That  is  certainly  one  area  where  we  can  expand  the  re- 
source without  getting  into  private  property  rights  or  anything  like 
that. 

Dr.  Foster.  In  fact,  that  is  exactly  what  we  are  doing  with  the 
Corps  of  Engineers.  We  have  a  national  agreement  with  them  to  do 
that  very  thing. 

Mr.  Taylor.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Manton.  Does  the  gentleman  from  California  have  any  ques- 
tions? 

Mr.  Hamburg.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  As  I  mentioned  in  my 
opening  statement,  there  are  many  salmon  stocks,  perhaps  as 
many  as — I  think  I  saw  the  figure  214  recently — that  have  already 
been  listed.  These  include  the  Sacramento  winter  run  chinook,  the 
Snake  River  sockeye,  the  Snake  River  spring-summer  run,  and  the 
fall  Chinook.  On  the  Klamath  River,  the  fall  run  chinook  has  not 
yet  been  listed,  and,  as  I  mentioned,  we  are  very  concerned  that  it 
might  be  if  we  don't  do  serious  work. 

On  page  three  of  the  budget,  you  show  $70  million  to  be  spent  for 
conservation  and  management  operations.  My  question  is  are  any 
of  these — I  believe  it  is  on  page  three — not  the  testimony  but  the 

budget  itself 

Ms.  JosEPHSON.  The  blue  book  or  the  big  book? 
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Mr.  Hamburg.  It  is  in  the  book.  Right?  Yes.  The  budget  printout 
that  was  provided  to  my  office. 

Dr.  Foster.  We  have  several  different  budgets. 

Mr.  Hamburg.  Oh.  Well,  let  us  make  sure  we  are  all  reading 
from  the  same  hymnal  here.  Well,  the  question  is  are  any  of  these 
funds  within  the  70  million  being  directed  for  averting  future  list- 
ings, further  loss  of  salmon  stocks  so  that  we  can  avoid  listings? 

Dr.  Foster.  Yes.  We  have  several  areas — pieces  in  the  budget 
that  are  devoted  to  this  question.  We  have  money  that  has  gone 
directly  into  the  Pacific  Northwest  to  look  at  salmon  under  the  En- 
dangered Species  authorization.  But  we  also  have  habitat  conserva- 
tion programs  that  are  looking  at  the  broader  question  of  salmon 
conservation,  trying  to  get  at  the  problems  before  they  actually 
become  listed,  before  they  actually  become  threatened  or  endan- 
gered. So  some  of  that  money  is  going  to 

Mr.  Hamburg.  Do  you  know  approximately  how  much  is  directed 
toward  the  issues  of  anadromous  fish? 

Dr.  Foster.  We  can  get  you  that  number. 

Mr.  Hamburg.  Yes.  I  would  be  curious  to  know  what  it  is. 

Dr.  Foster.  Anadromous  fish?  Yes. 

Mr.  Hamburg.  Yes.  Also,  on  page  two  of  the  budget,  you  show 
$128  million  listed  for  information,  collection,  and  analysis.  My 
question  is,  is  there  a  current  data  collection  system  sufficient  to 
really  get  an  idea  of  what  our  current  status  is  and  to  really  under- 
stand the  dynamics  of  fish  populations? 

Dr.  Foster.  Is  it  adequate?  Well,  as  I  indicated  earlier,  I  think 
what  we  are  doing  is  sort  of  playing  catchup,  and  probably  at  least 
in  the  area  of  salmon,  we  are  a  little  ahead  of  the  game,  but  I 
think  it  will  get  better. 

Mr.  Hamburg.  Is  this  to  some  extent  an  issue  of  the  scarcity  of 
funds  for  this  kind  of  activity?  I  mean,  how  closely  is  it  connected 
to  lack  of  funding? 

Dr.  Foster.  A  lack  of  information? 

Mr.  Hamburg.  Yes.  Your  ability  to  collect  data  and 

Dr.  Foster.  Of  course  it  is  tied  to  that.  I  mean,  the  salmon  issue 
in  the  Northwest  shouldn't  have  been,  but  I  think  it  came  as  some- 
what of  a  surprise.  The  200  stocks  that  you  mentioned,  in  fact,  are 
not  listed,  but  that  is  a  list  that  I  think  it  was  the  American  Fish- 
ery Society  put  out  sort  of  saying  these  are  in  trouble.  And  at  least 
it  got  our  attention,  and  it  got  everyone's  attention.  So  we  are  tar- 
geting what  money  that  we  do  have  available  looking  at  these 
stocks  to  get  a  handle  on  them  before  we  find  ourselves  in  greater 
difficulty. 

Mr.  Hamburg.  Well,  I  think  this  prospective  approach  is  a  very 
good  approach,  and  I  hear  a  lot  of  it  coming  from  different  quarters 
within  the  Administration.  I  think  it  is  a  very  hopeful  sign.  So 
thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Manton.  Thank  you.  That  concludes  requests  for  questions 
from  the  members  and  basically  concludes  our  hearing  on  the 
budget  for  today.  I  would  ask  unanimous  consent  that  we  keep  the 
record  open  so  if  any  members  have  any  written  questions  they 
want  to  put  to  the  panel,  we  can  do  so.  And  without  objection,  we 
will  order  that.  We  are  going  to  break  now  and  go  to  vote.  When 
we  come  back,  we  will  consider  H.R.  704,  a  bill  to  regulate  fishing 
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in  certain  waters  of  Alaska.  So  I  would  ask  those  witnesses  to 
stand  by. 

[Whereupon,  at  2:10  p.m.,  the  Subcommittee  was  adjourned,  and 
the  following  was  submitted  for  the  record: 
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STATEMENT  OF 

DIANA  H.  JOSEPHSON 

DEPUTY  UNDER  SECRETARY  FOR  OCEANS  AND  ATMOSPHERE 

NATIONAL  OCEANIC  AND  ATMOSPHERIC  ADMINISTRATION 

U.S  DEPARTMENT  OF  COMMERCE 

BEFORE  THE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  FISHERIES  MANAGEMENT 

COMMITTEE  ON  MERCHANT  MARINE  AND  FISHERIES 

HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

APRIL  28,  1993 


Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  I  am  Diana  Josephson, 
Deputy  Under  Secretary  for  Oceans  and  Atmosphere,  U.S.  Department  of  Commerce.    I 
am  pleased  to  appear  before  you  today  in  support  of  the  President's  FY  1994  request 
for  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  (NMFS). 

Before  I  address  the  specifics  of  the  NMFS  budget  I  would  like  to  take  a  minute 
to  place  that  proposal  in  the  context  of  the  President's  strategy  and  the  National 
Oceanic  Atmospheric  Administration  (NOAA)  budget.    By  now,  Mr.  Chairman,  you  and 
the  members  of  the  Subcommittee  are  familiar  with  President  Clinton's  budget 
proposals  for  FY  1994,  and  most  of  the  committee  staff  I  believe  attended  the  briefing  I 
gave  on  the  full  NOAA  budget  for  FY  1994. 

As  we  all  know.  President  Clinton  and  Vice  President  Gore  are  committed  to 
developing  a  more  effective  government  serving  the  people  now  and  into  the  21st 
century.    Simply,  the  commitment  is  "to  put  people  first"  and  provide  a  reinvigorated 
economy  and  jobs.    This  includes  the  obvious  need  to  reduce  the  Federal  deficit,  and  of 
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particular  importance  to  this  committee,  the  need  to  balance  economic  growth  and 
environmental  concerns. 

Within  that  context,  the  total  NOAA  request  for  FY  1  994  is  $1.92  billion.    Of 
the  total,  $1.76  billion  are  in  the  Operations,  Research  and  Facilities  (OR&F) 
appropriation,  $79.1  million  are  in  the  Construction  appropriation,  $23.1  million  are  in 
the  Fleet  Modernization  and  Ship  Conversion  appropriation,  and  $2.95  million  are 
requested  for  various  fisheries  funds.   The  budget  includes  a  total  transfer  of  $62.9 
million  from  the  Promote  and  Develop  American  Fisheries  account  (S-K)  and  the 
Damage  Assessment  and  Restoration  Revolving  Fund  as  offsets  to  the  OR&F  account. 

NOAA's  FY  1994  budget  request  ensures  and  continues  the  capability  of  the 
agency  to  meet  the  urgent  environmental  needs  of  the  1990s  while  achieving  deficit 
reduction  through  specific  program  termination  proposals  ($66,9  million)  and  by 
reducing  government  personnel  and  administrative  costs  ($25.6  million).    The  NOAA  FY 
1994  request  addresses  three  broad  priorities: 

•  Continued  modernization  of  the  Nation's  weather  service  --  an  increase  of  $217 
million; 

•  Maintenance  of  critical  operations  in  fisheries,  ocean  and  coastal  management, 
oceanic  and  atmospheric  research,  weather  services  and  satellites   -  $46.5 
million; 

•  Investments  in  global  change  research  and  high  performance  computing  -- 
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increases  totaling  $25.6  million. 

NOAA's  priorities  are  critical  activities  that  serve  the  Nation  and  support 
Administration  goals.    As  articulated  in  Vision  of  Change  of  America.  "The 
Administration's  initiatives  offer  certain  proof  that  environmental  protection  and 
economic  growth  can  -  and  must  --  go  hand  in  hand." 

I  will  now  address  the  specifics  of  the  NMFS  budget  request  for 
FY  1994.    Within  NOAA's  OR&F  account  $224,043,000  is  requested  for  Nr\/IFS 
programs.   In  addition,  $1,335,000  is  requested  for  the  Fishing  Vessel  and  Gear 
Damage  Compensation  Fund;  $1,051,000  is  requested  for  the  Fisherman's 
Contingency  Fund;  and  $564,000  is  requested  for  the  Foreign  Fishing  Observer  Fund. 
The  remainder  of  my  testimony  will  focus  on  the  $224  million  request  for  Nf^FS  in  the 
OR&F  account. 

The  request  represents  a  commitment  to  NMFS  base  programs  that  support  the 
Magnuson  Fisheries  Conservation  and  Management  Act  (MFCMA),  Endangered  Species 
Act  (ESA),  Marine  Mammal  Protection  Act  (MMPA)  and  other  statutes  pertaining  to 
NMFS.    This  commitment  is  reflected  in  the  request  for  $  1 1 .9  million  to  maintain 
current  ongoing  program  activities,  thus  avoiding  closure  of  NMFS  facilities  and  loss  of 
data/services  required  for  conservation  and  management.   These  changes  represent  a 
commitment  on  the  part  of  the  Clinton  Administration  to  the  stewardship 
responsibilities  of  NMFS  for  conservation  and  management  of  the  Nation's  living  marine 
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resources.    The  FY  1994  NMFS  budget  request  also  contains  $6.6  million  in  program 
terminations  within  the  OR&F  account. 

As  for  the  breakdown  of  the  NMFS  budget,  it  continues  to  be  organized  around 
three  broad  themes:   science  (information  collection  and  analysis);  management 
(conservation  and  management  operations);  and  state  and  industry  assistance.   The  FY 
1994  budget  request  for  these  budget  categories  funds  activities,  with  the  exception  of 
those  proposed  for  termination,  at  the  FY  1  993  level  as  follows: 

Science  --  NMFS  requests  $128.9  million  in  FY  1994  for  research  and  the 
collection,  analysis,  and  dissemination  of  biological,  environmental,  economic,  and 
statistical  data  on  171  stocks  of  fish,  marine  mammals,  endangered  species  and  their 
habitats.   These  activities  provide  the  information  that  forms  the  basis  for  the 
conservation  and  management  decisions  of  the  eight  Regional  Fishery  Management 
Councils,  state  and  Federal  agencies  (including  NMFS/NOAA/DOC),  international 
commissions  (support  of  U.S.  treaties)  and  other  decision  makers.   The  accuracy  and 
timeliness  of  the  data  and  information  these  activities  produce  become  more  essential 
given  the  commitment  to  balance  economic  growth  with  environmental  concerns  --  the 
long-term  productivity  of  our  fisheries,  protection  of  marine  mammals,  recovery  of 
endangered  species  and  protection  and  restoration  of  productive  marine  habitat.    The 
FY  1994  budget  request  for  NMFS  science  activities  underscores  the  importance  the 
Clinton  Administration  places  on  the  environment  and  the  Nation's  living  marine 
resources. 
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Manaoement   -  NMFS  requests  $71.7  million  in  FY  1994  for  conservation  and 
management  operations.    This  funding  supports  NMFS  fisheries  management  programs, 
the  eight  Regional  Fishery  Management  Councils,  international  fisheries  management 
activities,  protected  species  management  programs  including  the  development/ 
implementation  of  recovery  plans  for  threatened  and  endangered  species,  habitat 
conservation  (protection/restoration)  and  enforcement  of  laws  and  regulations.    These 
management  activities  rely  on  NMFS  science  programs  for  their  success. 

State  and  Industry  Assistance   -  NMFS  requests  $23.5  million  in  FY  1994  for 
these  programs.    Activities  include  state/Federal  partnerships  for  anadromous  and 
interjurisdictional  fisheries  through  grants  to  states,  support  for  the  three  interstate 
Marine  Fisheries  Commissions,  fisheries  trade  activities,  and  product  quality  and  safety 
research.   The  FY  1994  budget  proposes  to  fund  these  activities  at  the  FY  1993  level. 

In  summary,  the  FY  1994  budget  request  for  NMFS  represents  a  balanced 
approach  towards  meeting  the  goals  of  (1)  environmental  protection,  including  the  long- 
term  viability  and  sustained  productivity  of  the  Nation's  living  marine  resources  and 
their  supporting  habitats;  (2)  creating  and  maintaining  jobs;  and  (3)  deficit  reduction. 

I  look  forward  to  developing  a  close  working  relationship  with  the  Chairman  of 
the  full  committee,  this  Subcommittee  and  the  Subcommittee  on  Natural  Resources  and 
Environment,  not  only  on  matters  pertaining  to  the  President's  FY  1994  budget  but  also 
the  very  important  reauthorizations  of  the  MFCMA,  ESA  and  MMPA  that  are  before  us. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  giving  me  the  opportunity  to  present  the  President's 
FY  1994  budget  request  for  the  National  tVlarine  Fisheries  Service.    I  will  be  happy  to 
answer  any  questions  the  Subcommittee  may  have. 
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STATEMENT  OF 

JOHN  H.  DUNNIGAN 
Executive  Director 

Atlantic  States  Marine  Fisheries  Connmission 

on  behalf  of 
1993  EAST  COAST  FISHERIES  BUtXSET  CONFERENCE 

Before  the 

Subcorruruttee  on  fisheries  Management 

Committee  on  Merchant  Marine  and  Fisheries 

House  of  Representatives 

April  28,  1993 

Mr.  Chairman  and  Members  of  the  Committee: 

I  am  John  H.  Dunnigan,  Executive  Director  of  the  Atlantic  States  Marine 
Fisheries  Commission.   The  Commission  was  formed  over  fifty  years  ago  to  promote 
cooperation  among  the  states  in  programs  to  conserve  and  manage  the  valuable 
coastal  fishery  resources  that  are  shared  by  the  fifteen  Atlantic  coast  states. 

The  Commission  tracks  many  legislative  issues,  including  budget  matters,  on 
behalf  of  its  member  states  and  often  communicates  the  views  of  the.states  through 
testimony  and  other  avenues.    However,  my  mission  today  is  not  to  represent  the 
specific  views  of  the  Commission,  but  rather  to  Inform  the  Committee  of  the 
recommendations  of  the  1993  East  Coast  Budget  Conference,  which  was  organized  by 
the  Commission.   ASMFC,  among  many  other  groups,  fully  supports  these 
recommendations. 

Let  me  begin  vnth  some  background  on  the  Conference  itself.  For  some  time  the 
National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  has  lacked  sufficient  support  within  successive 
administrations  for  funding  essential  to  carry  out  its  critical  mission.    Constituent 
groups  had  difficulty  countering  this  because  the  budget  and  budget  process  were 
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drawn  out  and  very  complex.    Particularly  on  the  Atlantic  coast,  there  was  no 
effective  way  for  a  broad  segment  of  constituent  interest  groups  to  come  together  and 
identify  mutual  priorities  for  the  NMFS  budget. 

Last  year,  the  staff  of  the  Atlantic  States  Marine  Fisheries  Commission  began 
talking  -with  a  number  of  other  constituent  groups  about  this  problem  and  possible 
ways  of  solving  it.    In  coordination  with  the  Fisheries  Action  Network  of  the 
American  Fisheries  Society,  the  Commission  organized  a  conference  to  bring  a  large 
segment  of  groups  together  to  examine  the  NMFS  budget  and  discuss  what  the  budget 
priorities  should  be.    The  1993  East  Coast  Fisheries  Budget  Conference  was  held 
November  21-22,  1992,  in  Arlington,  Virginia.    Attendees  included  representatives  of 
states,  commercial  and  recreational  fisheries  and  environmental  groups  from  all 
along  the  Atlantic  coast.    For  two  days,  the  attendees  were  briefed  in  detail 
concerning  the  status  and  structure  of  the  NMFS  budget;  and  spent  considerable  time 
sharing  a  variety  of  views  concerning  what  the  agency's  budget  priorities  should  be. 
The  result  is  the  report  of  the  conference  which  I  am  pleased  to  make  available  to 
the  Comnvittee  today. 

The  recommendations  of  the  Repxjrt  of  the  Conference  speak  for  themselves.   A 
number  of  east  coast  constituency  organizations  have  formally  endorsed  the 
recommendations  of  the  report,  and  we  expect  that  more  organizations  will  add  their 
names  to  the  Ust.    Attendees  at  the  conference  strongly  supported  the  effort  overall, 
and  expressed  their  intent  to  continue  this  process  for  future  years. 

In  addition  to  the  specific  recommendations  coming  out  of  the  Conference,  the 
attendees  also  also  arrived  at  a  general  and  virtually  unanimous  conclusion.    The 
budget  of  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service,  and  the  process  for  developing 
budget  recommendations  amd  priorities,  is  overly  complicated  and  drawn  out.   It  is 
too  difficult  for  the  people  who  are  affected  by  the  budget  to  understand,  and 
therefore  to  influence,  how  the  real-life  determinations  are  made  regarding  how 
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much  and  how  NMFS  should  spend  appropriated  hands.  At  issue  is  our  common 
interest  in  the  federal  government's  programs  to  manage  public  resources.    We  all 
have  a  right  to  know  plainly  how  money  is  being  spent  and  how  we  can  effectively 
recommend  changes  to  spending  patterns.    The  participants  at  the  Conference 
strongly  recommend  that  steps  be  taken  to  make  the  NMFS  budget  and  budgetary 
process  simpler  and  more  accessible. 

Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  connment.  We  lonV  fnrivHrd  fo 
working  with  the  Committee  and  its  staff  as  it  addresses  this  critical  issue  in  these 
times  of  difficult  fiscal  constraints. 
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REPORT  ON  RECOMMENDATIONS  OF  THE 
1993  EAST  COAST  HSHERIES  BUDGET  CONFERENCE 

Over  the  past  fifteen  years,  the  demands  placed  on  marine  fisheries  programs  have 
grown  tremendously.  New  responsibilities  have  been  created  by  legislation,  while 
others  have  been  made  more  complicated.   At  the  same  time  fisheries  resources 
have  experienced  severe  declines,  and  the  effect  of  fisheries  on  nontarget  spedes, 
including  marine  mammals  and  endangered  species,  have  become  matters  of  great 
concern.   Through  it  all,  incongruously,  the  federal  marine  fisheries  budget  has 
significantly  decreased  in  terms  of  constant  dollars. 

Nowhere  are  the  problems  more  evident  than  on  the  Atlantic  coast.    Declining 
fishery  resources  in  an  area  with  strong  fishing  traditions,  growth  in  recreational 
fisheries  and  interactions  among  spedes  prevail  from  Maine  to  Florida.   Money  is 
not  the  answer  to  all  of  tiiese  problems.  However,  critical  funding  is  an  essential 
starting  point  for  government  and  constituency  groups  to  work  in  partiiership  to 
guarantee  the  effective  conservation  and  management  of  valuable  marine  fisheries. 

On  November  21-22, 1992,  the  1993  East  Coast  Fisheries  Budget  Conference  met  in 

Arlington,  Virginia.   The  purpose  of  the  conference  was  to  understand  better  how 
federal  fishenes  budget  priorities  have  been  determined  in  the  past,  and  to  begin  to 
articulate  what,  from  an  Atlantic  coast  constituency  point  of  view,  the  priorities  for 
FY  1994  ought  to  be.  The  Conference  focused  almost  entirely  on  the  fiscal  resource 
needs  of  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  (NMFS). 

The  Conference  examined  a  number  of  areas  where  specific  fiscal  resources  are 
required  for  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service.   This  report  contains  the 
Conference's  recommendations  on  the  highest  priority  budget  needs  for  NMFS. 
The  Conference  conduded  that  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  continues  to 
be  underfunded  to  perform  many  of  its  critical  tasks.  The  Conference  was  held  prior 
to  the  new  Adminish-ation  taking  office.  The  President's  FY  1994  budget  proposal 
should  be  examined  in  light  of  recommendations  in  this  Report. 
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What  follows  IS  the  Report  of  the  Conference.    The  recommendations  contained  in 
this  report  have,  to  date,  been  endorsed  by  the  foUowing  organizations: 

American  Fisheries  Society 

American  Fisheries  Society,  Northeastern  Division 

American  Fisheries  Society,  Southern  Division 

Atlantic  States  Marine  Fisheries  Commission 

Jersey  Coast  Anglers  Association 

Long  Island  Sport  Fisherman's  Federation 

Maryland  Saltwater  Sportsfishermen's  Association 

National  Coahtion  for  Marine  Conservation 

New  Bedford  Seafood  Cooperative 
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1993  EAST  COAST  HSHERIES  BUDGET  CONFERENCE 

The  recommendations  of  the  2993  East  Coast  Fisheries  Budget  Conference  are 

presented  here  in  order  according  to  the  established  structure  of  the  NMFS  budget. 
Order  of  presentation,  therefore,  does  not  imply  greater  or  lesser  priority.  Amounts 
listed  are  the  total  amounts  required,  in  thousands,  in  addition  to  the  NMFS 
adjusted  base  program.   (All  numbers  contained  in  tables  in  these  recommendations 
are  in  thousands.) 


SUMMARY  OF  RECOMMENDATIONS 


Subactivity:  1.  Information  Collection  and  Analysis 
Line  Item:  A.  Resource  miormation 

•  Improved  Resource  Assessments 

•  Conservation  Engineering/ Bycatch 

•  Marine  Mammal /Endangered  Spedes 
Assessments 

•  Atlantic  Coast  Finfish  Observers 

•  Atlantic  Striped  Bass  Research 

Line  Item:  B.  Fishery  Industry  Information 

•  Cooperative  Commercial  Fishery 
Statistics 

•  RecFIN 

Subactivity  2.  Conservation  and  Management  Operations 
Line  Item:  A-  Fisheries  Management  Programs 

•  Regional  Fishery  Management  Councils 

•  Atlantic  Highly  Migratory  Species 

Line  Item:  B.  Protected  Spedes  Management 

•  Marine  Mammal /Endangered  Spedes 
Management  &  Recovery  Efforts 


Reoommended 
Fundiiig 


$  4,000 
$  1,000 

$  4,000 

$  1,000 

500 


$2,000 
$4,000 


$10,000 

$3,500 


$  4,500 
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Line  Item:  C.  Habitat  Conservation 

•  Coastal  and  Estuarine  Habitat  Initiative  $  10,000 
Line  Item:  D.  Enforcement  and  Surveillance 

•  Cooperative  Law  Entorcement  5)2,000 
Subactivity:  3.  State  &  Industry  Assistance  Programs 

Line  Item:  A.  Grants  to  States 

•  Interjurisdictionai  &l  Anadromous  Grants  and 
I..::r::i:.  '':..■-.■. ,  rL'.:;;:;  Ccminissions        $9,500 

•  Striped  Bass  Research  (see  I.A.,  above) 

Line  Item:  B.  Fisheries  Development  Program 


(Economic  Dislocation:     see  Saltonstall-Kennedy 
Program,   below) 


Other  NMFS  Accounts 


Saltonstall-Kennedy  Program  $10,000 

NOS:   National  Status  and  Trends  Program    $  6,000 
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Subacth"'3"  ''  !"*"nr.it:cr.  Collection  and  Analysis 

Line  Item:  A.  Resource  Information 

This  is  the  Line  Item  that  funds  the  basic  research  programs  of  the  National  Marine 
Fisheries  Service.  Many  of  these  activities  are  underfmided  on  a  nationwide  basis. 
Along  the  east  coast,  the  decline  in  many  marine  fishery  resources  has  presented 
challenges  to  monitoring  and  assessment  programs  that  the  agency  simply  has  not 
been  able  to  address  within  current  program  levels.  The  1993  East  Coast  Fisheries 
Budget  Conference  recommended  the  following  specific  funding  levels  under  this 
Line  Item.   A  separate  justification  for  each  of  these  follows  the  listing  below. 


Recommended 
Funding 


Improved  Resource  Assessments  $4,000 

Conservation  Engineering/ Bycatch  $  1,000 
Marine  Manunal/ Endangered  Spedes 

Assessments  $  4,000 

Atlantic  Coast  Finfish  Observers  $  1,000 

Atlantic  Striped  Bass  Research  500 


ANALYSIS  AND  JUSTTFICATION 

•         Improved  Resource  Assessments 

FY  1993  President's  Budget  $  2,000 

FY  1993  Appropriation:  $    960 

FY  1994  President's  Budget:  836 

FY  1994  Recommendation:  $  4,000 

This  line  item  is  an  essential  component  in  improving  the  capability  of  the 
National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  to  provide  the  scientific  support  necessary  for 
sound  conservation  and  management.   The  amount  requested  in  the  President's 
budget  is  only  the  beginning  of  what  is  needed  to  bring  these  capabilities  up  to  par 
after  years  of  neglect.  In  the  New  England  and  Mid-Atlantic  areas,  more  precise 
information  is  needed  to  support  management  programs  that  distinguish  among 
interrelated  spedes.  In  the  South  Atlantic,  elementary  life  history  and  migratory 
information  is  needed  for  many  spedes  of  importance  to  commerdal  and 
recreational  fisheries.  Of  the  funds  recommended  here,  at  least  half  are  needed  for 
improving  the  resource  assessment  programs  along  the  east  coast. 
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Atlantic  Coast  BycatchyConservation  Engineering 


FY  1993  President's  Budget  $  0 

FY  1993  A 77— "-^■""-  "=  "^ 

FY  1994  President's  Budget:  $  0 

FY  1994  Recommendation:  $  l,uuu 

This  is  essentially  a  new  item,  although  it  is  related  to  a  Une  item  for  conservation 
engineering/bycatch  in  the  Bering  Sea.   Bycatch  is  gradually  becoming  one  of  the 
dominant  issues  in  marine  fisheries  conservation  and  management,  as  difficult  a 
problem  for  east  coast  fisheries  as  anvwhere  else.   In  many  areas  marine  mammals 
or  enaangerea  speaes  are  mipactea  oy  nshmg  activiaes.    me  oycatch  of  finfish  m 
shrimp  trawls  is  being  studied  intensively.   In  many  multispedes  finfish  fisheries, 
protection  is  needed  for  some  but  not  aU  of  the  species  that  are  actually  harvested. 
These  kinds  of  issues  require  better  knowledge  of  biology,  gear  technology  and 
socioeconomics  than  we  have  today.    Without  ':?'^<-—  •nfcnr.aaon,  ir.anagemant 
decisions  are  a  shot  in  the  dark  with  potentially  unforeseen  and  unnecessary 
consequences  on  the  resource  and  on  fishermen. 

Currendy,  NMFS  base  program  resources,  MARFIN  and  Saltonstall-Kennedy  are 
being  used  to  address  shrimp  bycatch  problems.  It  is  important  that  these  programs 
be  continued  to  address  priority  needs.  But  there  are  other  bycatch  problems  on  the 
Atlantic  coast  that  need  to  be  addressed.  For  example,  pre-recruits  of  finfish  are 
caught  in  otter  ti-awls  all  along  the  east  coast.  Harbor  porpoises,  small  cetaceans  and 
sea  turtles  may  be  caught  in  gillnets.   Large  whales  are  subject  to  interactions  with 
groundfish  gillnet  fisheries  in  the  Northeast.   Sea  turties  are  caught  in  the  winter 
trawl  tishery  m  the  Mid-Atiantic.   The  tunding  recommended  here  is  necessary  to 
develop  the  sound  information  required  for  management  that  addresses  the 
multiple  interests  involved  in  bycatch  controversies. 

•  Marine  Mammal/Endangered  Species  Assessments 

FY  1993  President's  Budget:  $  2,986 

FY  1993  Appropriation:  $  2,314 

FY  1994  President's  Budget  $  2,024 

FY  1994  Recommendation:  $  4,000 

The  President's  budget  in  FY  1993  sought  funding  for  marine  mammal  assessments. 
This  recommendation  would  include  funding  for  endangered  spedes  assessments 
as  well.  Twenty  years  after  landmark  legislation  was  passed  to  address  these  spedes, 
predous  iittie  is  known  about  them.   Basic  population  estimates  are  often  hard  to 
come  by.  The  dynamics  of  how  these  animals  interact  vwthin  their  ecosystems  are 
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little  understood.   These  problems  are  made  more  difficult  given  increasing  interest 
in  the  the  relationships  between  these  animals  and  commercial  and  recreational 
fisheries. 


Atlantic  Coast  Finfish  Observers 

FY  1993  President's  Budget:  $  0 

FY  1993  Appropriation:  $  0 

FY  1994  President's  Budget  S  0 

FY  1994  Recommendation:  $  1,000 


This  is  a  nev^  item  that  would  build  upon  existing  progranis.   The  condition  of  most 
east  coast  finfish  resources  is  very  weak.  Management  programs  designed  to  reverse 
the  downward  trend  are  increasingly  reliant  on  information  that  can  only  be 
gathered  by  direct  observation  of  fishmg  operations.  For  example,  the  recently 
aaopwa  nsnery  management  pian  lor  summer  liounaer  requires  me  use  of  sea 
sampling  to  ensure  the  effectiveness  of  small-mesh  management  areas  and  other 


gear  requirements. 


I 


Activities  currently  fvmded  in  the  NMFS  budget  for  observers  either  target  other 
regions,  or  are  focused  specifically  at  problems  relating  to  marine  naammals  and 
endangered  spedes.  This  would  allow  NMFS  to  make  observers  available  for  other 
fisheries  as  well. 


Striped  Bass  Studies 


FY  1993  President's  Request:  $  0 

FY  1993  Appropriation:  $  0 

FY  1994  President's  Budget  $  0 

FY  1994  Recommendation:  $  500 


This  item  is  a  restoration  of  an  essential  program  activity.  Under  Section  7  of  the 
Anadromous  Fish  Conservation  Act,  funding  has  been  made  available  since  1979  to 
the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  and  the  United  States  Fish  and  Wildlife 
Service  to  conduct  studies  on  Adantic  striped  bass.  In  I^  1993,  these  funds  were 
completely  eliminated  on  the  assumption  that  striped  bass  had  recovered  and  this 
research  was  no  longer  necessarv-   This  assumption  is  dearly  inaccurate. 
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The  Atlantic  States  Marine  Fisheries  Commissicr.  is  the  responsible  n^.anagen'.ent 
authority  for  Atlantic  striped  bass.  Much  progress  has  been  made  under  tlie 
Commission's  management  program,  and  the  resource  is  dearly  in  the  beginiung 
stages  of  a  recovery.   The  Commission  allows  oiily  very  conservative  recreational 

and  commercial  fisheries  during  this  recovery  phase.  Research  funded  under  this 
""^"^nm  has  t^°°"  -■"H  -r^nhr^noc  ►^  i^o  ocsential  '"  >-^p  roro-.-PT-i/  ^hat  would  allow 
fisheries  to  expand.  It  is  helping  to  improve  understanding  of  the  characterization 
ana  assessment  oi  me  various  scocks  mat  conixiDuce  to  me  coastal  population. 

(These  striped  bass  funds  have  previously  been  listed  under  a  different  subactivity  as 
grants  to  states.    In  fact  this  is  an  essential  research  program,  much  of  which  has 
been  conducted  in-house,  and  is  tnerejore  nstea  for  purposes  uf  liiese 
recommendations   under   the   research  subactivity.) 


Line  Item:  B.  Fishery  Industry  Infonnation 


This  is  the  Line  Item  that  funds  the  basic  NMFS  fisheries  statistics  programs.   In 
virtually  every  discussion  of  problems  and  needs  for  marine  fisheries  programs  at 
any  level  of  government  the  question  of  who  is  catching  what,  where,  when  and 
how  rises  near  the  top  of  any  priority  Ust.  Traditional  commercial  fisheries  statistics 
programs  have  been  hurt  as  funding  has  not  kept  up  with  rising  costs.  The 
relatively  summary  coverage  that  has  been  given  to  recreational  fisheries  statistics 
in  the  past  has  become  more  obvious  over  the  past  few  years,  and  is  a  concern 
because  of  the  potentially  large  fishing  mortality  from  sport  fisheries.  In  addition, 
new  forms  of  management,  such  as  the  quota-based  management  system  contained 
in  the  recent  state-federal  plan  for  summer  flounder  commercial  fisheries,  place 
different  requirements  for  fisheries  statistics  than  traditional  programs  have 
provided.  NMFS  has  made  some  efforts  in  the  past  to  carry  out  cooperative  statistics 
with  states.   However,  these  efforts  have  been  underfimded,  and  not  well  integrated 
into  the  overall  fisheries  statistics  program.  The  1993  East  Coast  Fisheries  Budget 
Conference   recommended  the  followring  additional  specific  funding  levels  under 
this  Line  Item.   A  separate  justification  for  each  of  these  follows  the  listing  below. 


Recommended 
Fundiiig 

Cooperative  Commercial  Fisheries 

Statistics  $  2,000 

Recreational  Fishery  Harvest  Monitoring        $  4,000 
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ANAl.YSTf;  AND  Til fJTTFI CATION 

Cooperative  Commercial  Fisheries  Statistics 

P/  1393  President's  Budget  3  0 

FY  1993  Appropriation:  $  0 

FY  1994  President's  Budget  $  0 

FY  1994  Recommendation:  $  2,000 

This  is  a  new  effort  to  attempt  to  build  an  effective  partnership  betv^een  NMFS  and 
the  states  for  cooperative  fisheries  statistics  on  the  Atlantic  coast  and  the  Gulf  of 
Mexico.  (Programs  on  the  west  coast  are  funded  separately  through  PacFIN.) 
Within  the  base  program  of  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service,  efforts  have 
been  made  for  many  years  to  coordinate  the  collection  and  mamtenance  of 
commercial  fisheries  statistics.   The  need  to  promote  cooperation  in  statistics  and 
data  collection  and  management  has  been  a  paramount  concern  for  decades.   It  is 
becoming  even  muic  critical  r.s  new  fisheries  ir.^-.Ui,'.^,^^..  ^rcgrams,  such  as  quota- 
b7.s9d  management  and  the   potential  for  limited  entry,  are  implemented. 

States  have  received  minimal  funding  for  many  years  to  support  cooperative 
statistics  activities.   Over  the  years,  the  cooperation  has  declined  and  the  available 
resources  have  been  insufficient  to  allow  the  states  to  maintain  their  levels  of 
activities.   The  Atiantic  States  Marine  Fisheries  Commission's  South  Atlantic  State- 
Federal  Fisheries  Management  Board  recentiy  estimated  that  the  four  South 
Atiantic  states  need  an  additional  $  295K  just  to  continue  to  provide  services  at  the 
current  level. 

These  funds  would  allow  NMFS  to  upgrade  the  support  it  gets  from  state  fisheries 
agencies  and  to  increase  the  coordination  of  state  and  federal  fisheries  data.  This  is 
particularly  critical  on  the  east  coast  where  the  states  and  the  federal  government 
need  information  to  mutually  carry  out  joint  plans  for  the  conservation  and 
management  of  shared  fishery  resources. 


•  Recreational  Fishery  Harvest  Monitoring 

FY  1993  President's  Budget  $  1,800 

FY  1993  Appropriation:  $  2,046 

FY  1994  President's  Budget:  $  1,883 

FY  1994  Recommendation:  $  4,000 

NMFS  currently  expends  approximately  $  1,800K  of  its  base  program  on  the  Marine 
Recreational  Fisheries  Statistics  Survey.   In  addition,  $  2,200K  were  first  made 
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available  in  FY  1992  to  expand  this  program  on  the  Pacific  and  Southeast  areas  by 
implementing  RecFIN,  a  cooperative  state-federal  initiative  in  marine  recreational 
fisheries  statistics.  The  FY  1993  appropriation  reduced  the  amount  of  this  add-on  to 
$2,046K.   Memorandums  of  Agreement  have  been  signed  in  these  areas  and  are  in 
various  stages  of  implementation.    The  increase  recommended  here  will  allow  the 
existing  program  to  continue  its  expansion,  and  will  allow  the  planning  phase  to 
begin  tor  extending  the  RecFIN  model  to  the  Mid-Adantic  and  New  England  areas. 
It  will  also  allow  for  full  funding  of  RecFIN  on  the  west  coast. 
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Subactivity:  2.  Conservation  and  Mariagemcrit  Operations 
Line  Item:  A.  Fisheries  Management  Programs 

This  is  ihe  Line  Item  ttiat  funds  ti\e  bulk  of  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service's 
programs  to  carry  out  fisheries  management.   Understandably,  most  of  these 
activities  revolve  around  the  requirements  and  responsibilities  under  the 
Magnuson  Fishery  Conservation  and  Management  Act.   This  Line  Item  funds  the 
fishery  management  plaiming,  review  and  approval,  and  rule-making  activities  of 
NMFS.  The  1993  East  Coast  Fisheries  Budget  Conference  reccinmended  ±z 
following  specific  funding  levels  under  this  Line  Item.   A  separate  justification  for 
each  of  these  follows  the  listing  below. 


Recomrppnded 
Funding 

Atlantic  Migratory  Pelagics  $  3,500 

Regional  Fishery  Management  Coimdls         $10,000 


A  NA  f .  y.*;  IS  ANT)  n J.STTFTCA  TION 
Atlantic  Migratory  Pelagics 

FY  1993  President's  Budget-  $  2,300 

FY  1993  Appropriation:  $  0 

FY  1994  President's  Budget:  $  0 

FY  1994  Recommendation:  $  3,500 

The  1990  amendments  to  the  Magnuson  Fisheries  Conservation  and  Management 
Act  extended  the  jurisdiction  of  the  United  States  to  highly  migratory  species  in  the 
EEZ,  and  transferred  authority  for  the  development  of  fishery  management  plans 
for  highly  migratory  spedes  on  the  Atlantic  coast  to  NMFS.  This  is  a  significant  new 
research  and  management  burden  for  which  no  fimding  has  yet  been  made 
available.  The  problem  has  become  increasingly  difficult  as  the  United  States  has 
attempted  to  implement  conservation  strategies  without  the  full  cooperation  of 
other  nations  that  have  significant  harvests  of  these  highly  migratory  species. 
Considerable  effort  is  required  to  make  a  program  effective,  not  only  working 
within  U.S.  fisheries,  but  also  in  seeking  international  consensus  through  the 
International  Commission  for  the  Conservation  of  Atlantic  Tunas  aCCAT).   The 
problems  are  not  unsolvable,  but  require  more  attention  than  NMFS  can  find  from 
within  its  already  strained  resources. 
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The  fiscal  resources  that  are  recommended  are  necessary  to  provide  fishery 
management  staff  in  the  NMFS  headquarters,  coordination  with  NMFS  field  offices, 
increased  capability  to  fully  fund  U.S.  participation  in  ICCAT,  improved  monitoring 
of  landings  data  and  analysis,  sea  sampling  and  increased  sampling  of  recreational 
pelagic  fisheries. 


•  Regional  Fishery  Management  Councils 

FY  1993  President's  Budget:  $   8,500 

FY  1993  Appropriation:  $    8,556 

FY  1994  President's  Budget:  $   8,556 

FY  1994  Recommendation:  $  10,000 

The  Regional  Fishery  Management  Coundls  are  the  cornerstone  of  public 
involvement  in  the  management  of  marine  fisheries,    '^'^^lough  the  system  is  often 
criticized  and  is  not  perfect,  the  Councils  play  a  unique  role  in  articulating  fisheries 
management  policy  on  behalf  of  a  wide  range  of  interests. 

The  Councils  have  suffered  in  recent  years  as  available  funding  did  not  keep  up 
with  increasing  costs.  In  addition,  the  problems  being  addressed  by  the  Councils  are 
much  more  complex  and  demanding  than  they  were  only  a  few  years  ago.  Complex 
management  models,  such  as  limited  entry,  deteriorating  fisheries,  and  increasing 
competition  for  resources  have  made  the  Councils'  jobs  much  more  difficult. 
NOAA  has  "taxed"  Coundl  funding  to  help  alleviate  some  of  its  own  internal 
shortfalls. 

The  funding  provided  under  this  recommendation  will  avoid  severe  cutbadcs  for 
the  Councils  and  allow  them  better  to  address  their  increasingly  complex  workload. 


Line  Item:  B.  Protected  Resources 

This  is  the  Line  Item  that  fimds  most  of  the  operational  aspects  of  the  National 
Marine  Fisheries  Services  programs  to  protect  marine  mammals  and  endangered 
spedes.   (Research  and  assessment  activities  are  funded  imder  Subactivity  1: 
Information  Collection  and  Analysis.)   As  with  many  other  activities  in  NMFS, 
these  programs  have  been  caught  in  a  squeeze  between  shrinking  constant-dollar 
resources  and  increased  demands.  For  example,  the  tremendous  increased  effort 
required  over  the  past  three  years  to  address  certain  stocks  of  salmon  on  the  west 
coast  have  been  fimded  entirely  out  of  e.xisting  resources.  This  has  hurt  not  only  the 
salmon  efforts,  but  also  the  programs  that  these  resources  were  taken  from.  The 
1993  East  Coast  Fisheries  Budget  Conference  recommended  the  following  specific 
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Recommended 
Funding 

•         Marine  Mammal /Endangered  Spedes 

Management  &  Recovery  Efforts  $  4^00 

ANALYSIS  AND  TUSTmCATION 

•  Marine  MammaJyEndangered  Species  Management  & 

Recovery  Efforts 

FY  1993  President's  Budget  $  4^00 

FY  1993  Appropriation:  $  0 

FV 1994  President's  Budget:  "^  " 

FY  1994  Recommendation:  $  4^00 

This  item  is  intended  to  support  the  President's  request  in  the  FY  1993  budget  for 
new  funds  to  support  Marine  Mammal /Fishery  Interactions  and  for  ESA 
Recovery/Conservation  Efforts.   The  lack  of  information  about  interactions  betwreen 
marine  mammals  and  fisheries  along  the  Atlantic  coast  is  acute.  This  leads  to 
misimderstandings  among  different  groups  concerned  with  the  resources  and 
management  efforts  that  lack  credibiUty  on  all  sides.  Trawl  and  giUnet  fisheries 
have  each  come  under  fire,  but  there  is  still  no  common  understanding  of  what  the 
real  problems  are.  Similar  issues  exist  on  the  Adantic  coast  imder  the  Endangered 
Spedes  Art  for  harbor  porpoise  and  sea  turtles. 

Line  Item:  C  Habitat  Conservation 

This  Line  Item  funds  most  of  the  operational  activities  of  NMFS  relating  to  the 
conservation  of  aquatic  habitat.    (Research  is  funded  under  Subactivity  1 : 
Information  Collection  and  Analysis.)   The  continual  deterioration  and  loss  of 
fisheries  habitat,  coastal,  estuarine,  reef,  and  oceanic,  is  the  greatest  long-term  threat 
to  the  productivity  of  the  Nation's  marine  fisheries.  Although  these  activities  are 
among  the  longest  continuous  programs  administered  by  NMFS,  they  have  also 
been  among  the  most  severely  underfunded.   The  priority  of  these  activities  comes 
from  our  increasing  understanding  of  the  effects  of  the  environment  on  productive 
fisheries,  as  well  as  the  continuing  deterioration  of  that  environment.  The  1993  East 
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Coast  Fisheries  Budget  Conference  recommended  the  following  additional  specific 
funding  levels  under  this  Line  Item. 

Recommended 
Funding 


•  Coastal  and  Estuarine  Habitat  Initiative  $  10,000 

ANALYSIS  AfJD  TUSTIFICATION 

•  Coastal  and  Estuarine  Habitat  Initiative 

FY  1993  President's  Budget:  $  7,658 

FY  1993  Appropriation:  $  0 

FY  1994  President's  P'H'jet:  S  0 

FY  1994  Recommendation:  $10,000 

The  President's  budget  for  FY  1993  contamed  two  initiatives,  one  lor  habitat 
restoration  and  another  for  permit  review  and  regulatory  programs.   This 
recommendation  would  incorporate  both  of  these  into  a  cooperative  initiative  to 
broadly  address  habitat  problems  and  reverse  the  trend  toward  habitat  deterioration 
that  is  putting  fishery  resources  at  risk. 

One  strategy  to  guard  against  this  is  to  attempt  to  restore  habitat  that  has  been 
degraded.  NMFS  has  worked  v^th  the  Corps  of  Engineers  on  a  number  of  pUot 
projects  over  the  past  five  years.  These  must  be  expanded.  Much  of  what  has  been 
learned  can  be  applied  in  other  areas.  Further  research  is  necessary  into  the 
feasibility  of  existing  techniques  and  the  development  of  new  approaches.  NMFS 
has  established  a  coastal  habitat  restoration  center.  These  funds  will  allow  this 
program  to  become  firmly  established,  extend  the  applicability  of  existing  research, 
and  continue  to  develop  new  approaches  toward  the  restoration  of  coastal  and 
estuarine  habitat. 

However,  conservation  of  marine  fisheries  must  also  include  aggressive  steps  to 
protect  necessary  coastal,  estuarine,  reef  and  oceanic  fisheries  habitat.  NMFS  has 
carried  out  habitat  conservation  activities  for  many  years,  but  funding  for  these 
activities  has  been  significantly  reduced  in  terms  of  constant  dollars,  even  though 
the  demands  in  terms  of  the  number  of  projects  reviewed  and  the  assistance 
provided  to  other  agencies  have  increased  dramatically.   NMFS  needs  an  infusion  of 
resources  to  allow  this  program  to  become  more  stabilized  and  to  expand  into 
critical  areas. 

For  example,  there  are  today  insufficient  resources  to  cover  the  required  reviews  of 

4/26/93 
Page  14 


36 


there  are  more  and  more  situations  that  need  to  be  looked  at  and  evaluated.  In 
addition,  the  understanding  and  evaluations  gleaned  from  these  reviews  need  to  be 
communicated  better  to  leuerai  oixu  atdte  agencies  responsible  for  permitting  or 
Ucensing  the  proposed  activities.   NMFS  needs  to  have  the  resources  to  work  with 
applicants  and  agencies  to  develop  workable  solutions  to  problems,  where  possible. 
NMFS  needs  more  resources  to  coordinate  better  with  state  and  other  agencies  that 
also  have  an  interest  in  guaranteeing  the  health  and  vitahtv  of  coastal  and  estuarine 
ecosystems.  In  addition,  there  is  a  significant  need  for  public  communication  and 
outreach  so  tiiat  the  pubUc  at  large  understands  better  the  critical  issues  surrounding 
coastal  habitat  and  how  they  affect  and  are  affected  by  them. 


Line  Item:  D.  Enforcement  and  Surveillance 

This  Line  Item  is  self-explanatory:  it  provide:  the  funding  lor  me  law  enfor:cnient 
activities  of  ihe  National  Marine'Fisheries  Service.  It  is  an  area  of  tiie  budget  that  is 
widely  supported  and  has  received  increases  in  recent  years. 

Recommended 
Funding 

•  Cooperative  Law  Enforcement  Initiative         $  2,000 


ANALYSIS  ANT)  TlIfiTTFICATION 

•  Cooperative  Law  Enforcement  Initiative 

FY  1993  President's  Budget:  $  0 

FY  1993  Appropriation:  $  0 

FY  1994  President's  Budget:  $  0 

FY  1994  Recommendation:  $  2,000 

The  President's  Budget  for  FY  1993  sought  an  additional  $659K  to  improve 
compliance  with  fisheries  regmadons.   -\one  of  this  was  lunded.   The  purpose  of 
this  recommendation  is  not  only  to  provide  additioi\al  resources  to  enforcement, 
but  also  to  improve  the  effectiveness  of  those  resources,  as  well  as  provide  for 
continued,  stable  financial  support  for  enforcement  of  federal-state  cooperative 
agreements  to  meet  increased  demands  for  protection  of  the  resource. 
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Study  after  study,  recommendation  after  recommendation,  and  plan  after  plan  h?ve 
all  noted  the  need  for  greater  law  eiiforcement  resources  to  address  the  needs  of 
marine  fisheries  conservation  and  management   Over  the  past  ten  years,  law 
enforcement  is  one  of  the  areas  of  the  NMFS  budget  that  has  been  steadily  increased. 
But  the  needs  are  still  gre:;;. 

In  one  sense,  the  fiscal  resources  that  would  be  required  to  make  the  NMFS  law 
enforcement  program  "whole"  are  mind-boggimg.   A  different  approach  that  would 
be  more  cost-effective  would  be  to  reinvigorate  the  state-federal  partnership  in  law 
enforcement.    All  states  maintain  some  enforcement  capabilities  for  marine 
cicho'riaz  -.nri  state-federa'  rnooerative  acn-eements  have  been  shown  to  be  effective. 
Too  often  today,  various  state  and  federal  enforcement  activities  are  uncoordinated, 
ana  mereiore  iose  many  opportuniues  lor  einaency  ana  eiiecaveness.    in  many 
instances,  NMFS  can  most  efficientiy  address  its  enforcement  problems  if  it  could 
work  through  state  programs  that  are  already  in  place. 

Over  the  past  few  years,  the  e.xpansion  and  enhancement  of  the  NMFS  enforcement 
capability  was  essential.   However,  the  next  major  step  m  unprovmg  marine 
fisheries  enforcement  will  come  from  greater  use  of  state  enforcement  programs  in 
a  cooperative  fashion  to  meet  fisheries  management  needs.   This  is  espedaUy  true 
with  more  complex  fishery  management  plans  such  as  summer  tlounder  being 
implemented  which  require  greater  enforcement  measures.    This  recommendation 
will  provide  NMFS  with  the  resources  to  do  this. 
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Line  Item:  A.  Giants  to  States 

This  Line  Item  has  traditionally  funded  grant  programs  to  states  that  date  back 
decades.  These  have  proven  to  be  an  effective  way  for  the  federal  government  to 
carry  out  many  of  its  mandates,  although  they  have  wrongly  been  characterized  as 
subsidies  to  state  fishery  agencies.  (Striped  bass  research  has  traditionally  been 
carried  ui\uei  this  Line  Item.   However,  since  u  is  a  researcn  acuviiy  mat  aoes  not 
involve  grants  to  states  it  has  been  included  in  these  recommendations  under 
Subactivity  1:  Information  Collection  and  Analysis.)  The  1993  East  Coast  Fisheries 
Budget  Conference  recommended  the  following  specific  funding  levels  under  this 

Line  Item. 

Recommended 
Finvtinp 

•  Interjurisdiction''  '"'^   inaH.r'^Ti'-,,],:  Grants  anri 

Interstate  Marine  Fisheries  Commissions        $930 


ANALYSTS  A/Vn  fUSTmCATION 

Interjurisdictional  and  Anadromous  Grants 
and  Interstate  Marine  Fisheries  Commissions 

FY  1993  President's  Budget:  $  5,825 

FY  1993  Appropriation:  $  5,642 

FY  1994  President's  Budget:  $  5,569 

FY  1994  Recommendation:  $  9,500 


These  programs  are  among  the  longest-standing  parmership  efforts  in  marine 
fisheries.   Under  these  activities,  the  states  and  the  federal  government  worked 
together  for  years  to  provide  mutually  for  the  effective  conservation  and 
management  of  marine  fisheries.   Over  the  past  twelve  years,  the  commitment  of 
the  federal  government  to  carrying  out  this  parmership  activity  has  eroded  to  the 
point  that  the  states  and  the  federal  government  too  often  go  their  ovm  ways  in 
developing  and  implementing  critical  fisheries  programs. 

There  is  a  major  misconception  that  has  helped  to  destroy  what  was  once  an 
effective  working  partnership.   The  Administration  has  wrrongly  taken  the  view 
that  these  activities  are  merely  subsidies  to  state  marine  fisheries  programs.  In  fact, 
state-federal  cooperation  should  arise  out  of  a  recognition  that,  because  they  share 
mutual  responsibility  and  authority,  the  best  and  most  efficient  and  effective  way  for 
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the  federal  government  to  carry  out  its  responsibilities  is  through  the  states. 
Interstate  coooeration  is  not  a  cost  -  it  is  a  bargain.   By  working  through  the  states, 
NMFS  is  able  to  gain  the  efficiencies  of  dose  cooperation  with  a  mutually 
responsible  resource  conservation  and  management  agency.    This  is  especially 
evident  for  those  resources  for  which  the  federal  government  has  some 
responsibility,  but  for  which  it  is  also  true  that  the  state  marine  fisheries  agencies  are 
closer  to  the  problems,  the  people  and  the  solutions. 

The  recommended  funding  would  allow  the  rebuilding  of  the  state-federal 
partnership  in  marine  fisheries  conservation  and  management  to  begin  again.    This 
funding  makes  sense  because  it  is  the  most  efficient  and  cost  effective  way  for  NMFS 
to  carry  out  many  of  its  responsibilities.   Without  strong  state  programs  it  would 
cost  the  federal  government  much  more  to  do  its  job.   The  interstate  marine 
fisheries  commissions  (which  would  receive  $500K  under  this  recommendation) 
are  a  major  part  of  the  bargain  here  for  the  federal  government,  since  they  are  able 
to  develop  fisheries  management  and  other  cooperative  programs  for  a  fraction  of 
what  it  costs  NMFS  and  the  regional  fishery  management  councils. 
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Other  NMFS  Accounts 


Reonmnended 
Funding 


SaltonstaJl-Kennedy  Grants  Program  $10,000 

NOS:   National  Status  and  Trends  Program    $  6,000 


ANALYSIS  AND  TU<iTTFICATION 

•  Saltonstall-Kennedy  Grants  Program 

FY  1993  President's  Budget  $  0 

FY  1993  Appropriation:  $  6,400 

FY  1994  President's  Budget-  $  0 

FY  1994  Recommendation:  $10,000 

The  Saltonstall-Kennedy  program  has  for  four  decades  provided  essential  fimding 
for  cooperative  research  and  development  for  marine  fisheries.   It  is  one  of  the 
longest  standing  examples  of  effective  partnerships  between  government  and  the 
people  who  rely  on  marine  fishery  resources.   Most  of  the  fimding  under  this 
program  is  used  simply  as  a  general  offset  to  the  NMFS  budget.  However,  some  of 
the  funding  is  designated  each  year  in  the  appropriation  to  be  used  for  a  cooperative 
grants  program.   Recendy,  work  done  under  this  program  has  involved 
conservation  engineering  and  fishery  product  quality  and  safety. 

Senous  problems  of  economic  dislocation  exist  all  up  and  down  the  east  coast. 
Fishermen  are  looking  for  new  ways  to  use  their  capital  investment  as  they  are 
effectively  dosed  out  of  fisheries  by  economics  or  regulation.  Addressing  and 
solving  problems  created  by  this  economic  dislocation  should  be  a  major  priority  for 
the  Saltonstall-Keimedy  grants  program,  and  are  the  principal  reason  that  the  1993 
East  Coast  Fisheries  Budget  Conference  recommended  increased  funding  for  this 
program. 


•  National  Status  and  Trends  Program 

FY  1993  President's  Budget  $  4,000 

FY  1993  Appropriation:  $  4,000 

FY  1994  President's  Budget  $  4,000 

FY  1994  Recommendation:  $  6,000 

The  National  Status  and  Trends  Program  is  part  of  NOAA's  National  Ocean  Service 
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(NOS),  but  is  very  important  for  the  conservation  of  marine  fishery  resources. 
Under  this  program,  NOAA  monitors  concentrations  of  toxins  in  coastal  habitats. 
Many  of  these  toxic  substances  pollute  fish  making  them  dangerous  for  people,  or 
destroy  the  habitat  that  fish  need  to  reproduce  and  grow.  The  program  is  aimed  not 
only  at  monitoring  toxins,  but  also  at  determining  the  relationship  bet-'""^^. 
exposure  to  contaminants  and  fishery  resources.  In  order  to  fully  support  the 
fisherv  mandates  of  NOAA,  the  recommended  funds  are  necessary  to  insure  that 
the  National  Status  and  Trends  Program  is  able  to  meet  its  program  goals  effectively, 
and  to  expand  is  benthic  surveillance  and  bioeffects  activities. 
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1993  EAST  COAST  HSHERIES  BUDGET  CONFERENCE 

NOTE  ON  THE  BUDGET  PROCESS 

The  participants  in  the  1993  East  Coast  Fisheries  Budget  Conference  ,  attempted  to 

analyze  the  pro-ams  of  the  National  Marine  Fisheries  Service  for  meeting  priority 
needs  of  marine  fisheries  in  general  ana  east  coast  fisheries  in  particular.   However, 
in  doing  this  the  Conference  participants  also  concluded  that  steps  should  be  taken 
to  better  rationalize  the  process  of  determining  the  appropriate  level  of  funding  for 
NMFS.   The  way  the  process  works  leaves  uctie  opportunity  for  analyzing  specific 
plans,  projects  and  activities  (PPA's)  in  the  context  of  the  NMFS  base  program.  Base 
program  activities  are  virtually  never  the  focus  of  budget  discussions.   Thus,  the 
budget  debate  inevitably  revolves  around  whether  specific  PPA's  are  "good  ideas" 

individu?"'"    '■?th°''  ♦■^^.n  •■'^°  ovfonf  "-n  T.rVifrVi  ^^\a^^  rnnt-rihiifp  ^n  anri  V\oIn  t-n  achlPVP 

■■hG  aeen'-'''^  mission.   Manv  nf  the  P^A'c  ire  simulv  an  extension  of  the  aeenc\''s 
base  program  and  should  not  be  considered  separately.  Particularly  in  areas  where 
the  Congress  and  the  Administration  agree  on  funding,  the  PPA's  should  be  rolled 
into  the  base  program.   In  addition,  the  base  program  must  receive  more  scrutiny  in 
the  budget  process. 

It  would  also  be  good  to  consider  restructuring  the  NMFS  budget  more  along 
program  lines  than  functional  lines.   It  is  difficult,  for  example,  to  analyze  the 
NMFS  marine  mammal  program  if  it  is  spread  among  two  subactivities.   Or  for 
another  example,  addressing  Atlantic  higWy  migratory  pelagics  requires  looking 
into  at  least  two  subactivities  and  as  many  as  sb<  line  items.  It  would  be  easier  for 
affected  parties  to  be  able  to  look  at  the  budget  along  categones  that  are  meaningful 
to  people  concerned  about  the  conservation  and  management  of  our  marine 
resources,  rather  than  along  functional  Lines  that  exist  today  only  because  thaf  s  the 
way  it  was  done  in  the  past. 
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